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142-10 Hoover Avenue 
Apartment 404 
Jamaica, New York 11435 


April 11, 1989 


Dear Harold, 


I began to write this in haste by hand Iasi night because I arrived 
home later than usual and still felt a little bit fatigued from the week- 
end. There was something bothering me, and I wanted to get it out in 
the open immediately. This morning, I looked at the handwritten letter 
and realized that my single-spaced penmanship on this one would 
probably be a little too dense for you to read comfortably, so I am typing 
it. 

Without having made even a significant dent in your alpha-sub- 
ject files, it is nevertheless already clear to me that Ranftel and Hoch 
were less than forthcoming in sending documents from the FBI's 1977- 
1978 releases to Sylvia during the days of the HSCA. I have learned 
this also from my recent FOIA request, which yielded the pages I left 
with you (most of which you probably already have). I know that on be- 
half of both of us, Sylvia had requested, inter alia , stuff relating to the 
autopsy. Within the past two weeks I have seen numerous items which 
never made their way into Sylvia's possession or mine, although she did 
receive a lot of junk from them. 

Ever since I began to analyze Burkley's activities and their possi- 
ble significance 15 years ago, I have puzzled over CE 1126, his pur- 
ported typewritten personal account of his role that day. This unsigned 
document had no apparent context and was woefully lacking in perti- 


nent detail, although dripping with sentiment. It gave no due as to why 
it was prepared or what purpose it was intended to serve. Its genesis 
was a complete mystery. 

In your files (either the "Autopsy” or "Burkley” file - I'll have to 
begin keeping track of where these things come from), are two LHMs. 
The first is dated June 4, 1964 from Brennan to Sullivan. The second, 
dated June 8, 1964 is from Rosen to Belmont. The original of each was 
filed in 62-109060, and a copy of each in 62-109090. 

In the Brennan memo, a liason agent named Bartlett is men- 
tioned. Was he a liason with the White House, the Navy or something 
else? Note that Burkley asked to speak with him, not vice versa (if this 
can be taken at face value). Although Burkley by this time must have 
compared notes with Roy Kellerman (or perhaps even reviewed 
Kelierman's reports), he persists in taking credit for giving the 
Parkland doctors JFK's blood grouping and information as to his medi- 
cation (presumably the Solu-Cortef). (Burkley has stuck to this stoiy 
consistently, judging from an Oral History transcript from the JFK li- 
brary.) He then tells Bartlett he prepared a memorandum. It is not 
explained why. Neither is it explained why or through whom he submit- 
ted it to Mrs. Kennedy or the Secret Service, or whether they were the 
only recipients. Note, however, that they were given co pies : no word on 
the destination of the original ribbon copy. 

Burkley further notes that he has not been called by the Warren 
Commission. We might presume that, since the Commission was not 
yet finished, Burkley may have had some inkling that he would never be 


called. Finally, he requests Bartlett to intercede on his behalf with the 
Commission to get his statement into the record. 

Brennan adds gratuitously that Burkley is not mentioned in the 
Secret Service report. The memo is stamped "enclosure", but I found 
none attached (perhaps a report by Bartlett himself? A copy of 
Burkley's statement? The June 8th LHM by Rosen clearly indicates 
that it could not have been a copy of Burkley's statement that was en- 
closed.) 

Didn't the White House have its own liason with the Warren 
Commission? Why did Burkley go through the FBI? Why not through 
Tom Kelley, to whom he states he had given a copy of his statement? 

Why is it that neither FBI document mentions Burkley's presence 
at the autopsy, although his name is on Sibert & O'Neill's attendance 
list? 


According to Rosen, Rankin asks him to obtain Burkley's memo- 
randum (why doesn’t Rankin go straight to Tom Kelley?) 

Your work in Post Mortem established that, 

1) Willingly or unwillingly, the Secret Service became the reposi- 
toiy for original documents relating to the medical aspects of the case 
which, due to your efforts were- ultimately turned over to the National 
Archives. 

2) Burkley had a penchant for personally endorsing such docu- 
ments. 
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Also, the copies of autopsy-related materials which found their 
way into the Commission's record all have in common the redaction of 
Burkley's handwritten acknowledgements of receipt and verification. 
These redacted copies presumably came to the Commission from the 
Secret Service. 

I am compelled to the conclusion that he must have signed the 
original copy of his own statement, even though that is not the version 
which appears in CE 1126. This inference, combined with the total ab- 
ence of CE 1126 of any detail concerning the wounds or the conduct of 
the autopsy, lead me to the further conclusion that what is printed as 
CE 1126 is not Burkley's complete original statement, but one that was 
re-typed in its place, and probably edited in the retyping. If Rankin did 
have Burkley's statement prior to June 8, then this may have been a 
shadow game he was playing with the FBI. After all, Burkley had been 
mentioned in the testimony. Rankin knew who he was. If Rankin truly 
never previously received a statement from Burkley, why would he settle 
for an unsigned copy when a copy of the original could have been ob- 
tained? 

Something is terribly wrong here. The Secret Service ought to 
have a record of what it received from Burkley and what it transmitted 
to the Commission, including a record of the Commission's own request 
for the statement, and a letter by the Secret Service of transmittal. 
And, somewhere, someone must have either the original or a true copy 
of same. 

Can you shed any further light on this? Doesn't it sound to you as 
though your friend, Tom Kelley, may have been holding out on you? 
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Would this be an appropriate avenue to pursue under FOIA and, if so, 
would you care to follow-up or should I? 



Roger Feinman 





